EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
KING COUNTY

AREA REVIEWED

Apartments in Neighborhoods 005, 010, 015, 020, 025, 030, 075, 080, 095, 155, 300,
310, 330, 360, 365, 400, 410, and 415 were physcaly ingpected. Thisincludes low-
income gpartments in these neighborhoods. All other apartment neighborhoods were valued as
annua update neighborhoods.

VALUATION DISCUSSION

A vauation model was created for dl the gpartmentsin King County. Up to six indicators of
vaue were provided for each parce (subject sde, income approach value, gross income
multiplier value, multiple regresson value, cost gpproach value, and weighted value). The
gppraiser also has the option of searching for comparable sdes as abasis for the vaue.

SUMMARY ANALYSIS

Ratio andyss was performed before and after valuation and the level of assessment was
improved. The changes in assessed values are presented below. More detailed information is
provided in the section “ Change in assessed vaue from previousroll”. New construction
influenced the total increase in assessed value.

Physicdly inspected neighborhoods:

Tota Previous Assessed Vaue $3,/829,561,060
Totd Proposed Assessed Vdue $4,127,960,400
Percent Change +7.8%

Annualy updated neighborhoods:

Total Previous Assessed Vaue $11,581,443,647
Total Proposed Assessed Vaue $12,037,962,350
Percent Change + 3.9%

Entire County:

Totd Previous Assessed Vaue $15,411,004,707
Totd Proposed Assessed Vdue $16,165,922,750
Percent Change + 4.9%




Part One -- Introduction

Summary of important conclusions

Appraisal Date: 01/01/2004.
Area Name: Apartment neighborhoods 005, 010, 015, 020, 025, 030, 075,

080, 095, 155, 300, 310, 330, 360, 365, 400, 410, and 415 were physically
inspected and values posted to the 2004 assessment roll. All other apartment
neighborhoods were valued as annual update neighborhoods.

Inspection dates: 12/15/2002 to 04/29/2004

Previous valuation dates (for physically inspected properties): Valuation

date 1/1/1996 for neighborhoods 075 and 080; 1/1/1997 for neighborhoods 005,
010, 015, 020, 025, and 030; 1/1/1998 for neighborhoods 330, 360, 365, 400, 410,
and 415; 1/1/1999 for neighborhoods 095, 300 and 310; 1/1/2000 for neighborhood
155.

Ratio information: The weighted mean ratio for the county before valuation
was .89 and the median was .91. After valuation it was .94 and .95 respectively.
For complete information see the ratio studies in the addenda Ratios Before and
Ratios After.

Appraisal Team membersand participation

Rick Davison is assigned primary responghility for the apartment vaues and was
assisted by the following:

Loren Greenwadlt performed the functions of data collection, sales verification, collection
of rent information, drawing, and vauation of new construction.

Becky Blackstock and Don Torguson performed the functions of data collection, sales
verification, collection of rent information, drawing, physical ingpection, and vauation.

The following assisted in the vauation phase and in working gppedls: John Berg, Russ
Butler, Yuen Chin, Jeannie Laville, Michelle LeCompte, Ruth Peterson, Marie Ramirez, Steve
Roberts, Raney Wright, and Bruce Zelk.

Special Assumptions & Departures
We congdered dl three gpproaches to vaue.



Part Two Presentation of Data

| dentification of the area

The apartment specidty includes al apartment properties in King County with four or more
units. Mixed-use properties where the commercia areais no more than 25% of the total net
area are aso part of the gpartment speciaty. Condominium complexes used as rentd
properties are appraised as apartments.

Name or Designation

All apartment properties in King County are identified in the Assessor’s records as Area 100.
In addition each apartment property is assgned aneighborhood. The table below ligts the
neighborhood numbers and their corresponding names.

Neighborhood Neighborhood

Number Name Number Name
5 Downtown 155 Phinney
10 Regrade 160 Seward Park
15 Lower Queen Anne 165 Skyway
20 South Lake Union 170 Rainier Valley
25 Pioneer Square 175 Beacon Hill
30 International 180 Industrial
35 Central District 185 Georgetown
40 Madison Park 190 South Park
45 Queen Anne 195 White Center
50 North Queen Anne 200 Highland Park
55 Westlake 205 Westwood
60 Eastlake 215 High Point
65 Capitol Hill 220 Delridge
70 Montlake 225 Junction
75 Magnolia 230 AlKi
80 Interbay 235 Admiral
85 First Hill 240 Des Moines
90 Aurora 245 Burien
95 Lake City 250 Boulevard Park
100 Northgate 255 Sea Tac
105 Crown Hill 260 Midway
110 University 265 Valley
115 Wallingford 270 Federal Way
120 Ravenna 275 Federal Way East
125 Wedgewood 280 Federal Way West
130 Fremont 285 Auburn
135 Leary 290 Lea Hill
140 East Ballard 295 Algona
145 West Ballard 300 Enumclaw
150 Greenlake 305 Kent




Neighborhood Neighborhood
Number Name Number Name
310 East Hill 395 Kingsgate
315 Renton 400 Kenmore
320 Benson 410 Ballinger
325 Tukwila 415 North City
330 Renton Highlands 420 Richmond
335 Newcastle 425 Woodinvile
340 Mercer Island 430 Redmond
345 Eastgate 435 Sammamish Valley
350 Issaquah 440 Carnation
355 Kennydale 445 Fall City
360 Bellevue West 450 North Bend
365 Bellevue East 455 Pine Lake
370 Kirkland 460 Duvall
375 Overlake 465 Snoqualmie
380 Juanita 470 Outlying
385 Bothell 475 Vashon
390 Inglewood 900 Subsidized
Boundaries

See the neighborhood maps in the addendum Area Maps of this report.

Maps
Maps of the neighborhoods are included in the addenda. Assessor's maps are located on the
7th floor of the King County Adminidration Building.

Overview of the King County Apartment Market

King County consists of 2,134 square miles, about the size of Delaware. Of that area
383 sguare miles are in 39 incorporated cities, more than any other county in the sate. The
Urban Growth Areais 460 square milesinarea. Mot of that would be the western portion of
the county lying west of a north-south line passing through Lake Sammamish. Only 77 square
miles of the Urban Growth Area are in unincorporated areas. Almogt dl the gpartmentsin the
county fdl within the Urban Growth Area. The population of King County was 1,779,300 in
2002. It isthe thirteenth most populous county in the United States. The population increased
19% during the 1980’ s, 15% during the 1990's; and 2% from 2000 to 2003. Theincrease
gnce 2000 is the smallest population increase Snce 1983. Although King County comprises
3% of the stat€’ sland area it contains 29% of the population and 43% of the jobs. Among the
3,100 counties in the nation, King County was ninth in number of jobs and eghth in tota payrall
($54,000,000,000 in 2000). There were 742,237 housing unitsin the county in 2000. The
average household sizeis 2.39 persons. Median household income in 2002 was reported by



the 2003 King County Annual Growth Report to be $65,400. Thisfigureisfor King,
Snohomish, and Idand Counties.

Thelargest employersin the county are Boeing, University of Washington, Microsoft,
and King County Government. Employment in the county was at 1,127,400 in 2002
(preliminary figures). Thisis a4% decrease from 2001 and a 5% decrease from 2000. Urtil
1999 the employment picture had steadily improved since 1993 when unemployment was at
6.3%. Now unemployment ison therise. The 2002 unemployment figureis6.5%. For the
firg time Snce 1997 the manufacturing sector has the highest average wage of any job sector
($60,671). The manufacturing sector provides gpproximately 11% of county employment. The
number of jobsin the sector has been dropping since 1998. From 1998 to 2001 the service
sector had the distinction of having the highest wages but it has dropped considerably in number
of jobs and wages. This may be areflection of the changes taking place in the high tech fidd.
The service sector had grown in number of jobs and wages from 1990 to 2000, and then
darted declining.

Resdentia properties with at least 4 units are assigned to the gpartment specialty. Also
included are associated land parcels, some 1 through 3 unit buildings that are associated with
gpartments, condominium complexes that are renta properties, and mixed use buildings where
no more than 25% of the total net areais devoted to commercid use. There are atotd of
11,795 account numbers assigned to the gpartment specidty. Of these, 304 are land parcels
associated with gpartment properties. Another 2,397 are account numbers for individua
condominium units associated with the 216 condominium complexes that are included in the
gpartment specidty. Subtracting the land parcels and individua condo units resultsin 9,094
gpartment propertiesin King County. Thistotad varies dightly from the total number of
properties shown on the table of averages and the total number shown on the county-wide ratio
dudies. The reason for the difference is the different times a which the totals were computed.
The 9,094 improved apartment properties contain atota of 213,067 units. Of the improved
properties in the apartment specidty 1% have fewer than 4 units;, 27% are fourplexes, 28% are
five to nine units, 18% are 10 to 19 units, 15% are 20 to 49 units, 6% are 50 to 99 units; 3%
are 100 to 199 units, and the remaining 2% are 200 units and up. Thelargest gpartment
property in the county is the 774-unit Archstone Redmond Hill. Of the gpartments in existence
today 17% were built before 1930, the vast mgority of these (97%) are in Segttle. During the
Depresson and World War 11 very little consgtruction was done. As aresult only 2% of the
gpatments in King County today were built in the years 1930 through 1945 and 28% of those
were built in 1930 done. It wasn't until the 1960’ s that apartment construction outside of
Sedttle began in earnest. Today 38% of the gpartments in the county are outside of Segttle. Of
the total housing stock in King County, 37% are multi-family (includes duplexes and triplexes).

During 2002, building permits were issued to congtruct 5,506 multi-family unitsin King
County. Thisisadecrease of 25% from 2001 and 43% fewer than in 2000. During the early
1990’ s the number of units for which permits were taken out remained under 4,500 per year.
In 1996 they rose above the 6,000 mark and continued rising until they peaked at 9,685 in
2000. Asof July 13", 2004 apartment new congiruction money of $117,663,900 had been
added to the 2004 assessment roll for taxes payable in 2005. New congtruction money
accounts for 15.6% of the total increase in gpartment assessed value for the year. Backing it
out of the total would lower the total increase in assessed vaue from 4.9% to 4.1%.

Mortgage interest rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages were & the 7% level during
1998. By the 2™ quarter of 1999 they were on the rise pesking in mid 2000 at about 8.5%.



During 2001 they were between 7% and 7.5%. 1n 2002 and continuing in 2003 they dropped
dramatically to about 5.5%. According to HSH Associates the rate in June, 2004 for the
Sesttle market was 6.30% with .63 points (national average was 6.44% with .18 points). The
American Council of Life Insurers reports that for [oans on large apartment propertiesin the
Sedttle area the interest rate averaged 5.55% in 2003.

1997 and 1998 were record-breaking years in the apartment market. In 1999 the
gpartment market dowed. According to an analysis of economic indicators by the Nationa
Bureau of Economic Research the nation has been in arecession since March 2001. The
events of September 11", 2001 may have exacerbated the recession. This has had an impact
on the King County apartment market. Vacancy has risen and apartment owners are offering
incentives. Sales, however, have not declined to any appreciable extent. Sdes volume has
diminished. Of the five most recent years, 1999 had the highest volume of gpartment sdesin
King County. Volume dropped beginning in 2000 until 2002 when volume jumped up amost to
the 1999 level. It then dropped again in 2003. Below isagraph of King County gpartment
sdesvolumesfor the past five years. Thefigures are based on The Dupre + Scott Apartment
Investment Report. Patty Dupre and Mike Scott said in an article in the Puget Sound
Business Journal (February 9, 2004), “In spite of aweak rental market in 2003, investors
clearly remained bullish on gpartments’. They indicated small properties are sdling at a
premium over the 20-plus unit properties.

Apt. Sales Volumes in King County
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Source of datac The Dupre + Scott Apartment Investment Report

The Dupre + Scott Apartment Investment Report indicates an average price per unit
for 2003 of $77,393 in King County. An anaysis of the Assessor's sdes data shows the



average price paid per unit in King County was $90,066 in 2003. Thiswas a 6.5% incresse
from2002. The large difference in the Assessor's figures and some of the published figuresis
the fact that the Assessor includes properties down to 4-units and aso mixed use properties.
Most publications address larger properties only. Inan anadysis done by Tom Cainin the
Central Puget Sound Real Estate Research Report (Spring, 2003) values increased by 3%
and overall rates decreased from the previous year. Thiswas based on agpartments of 20 or
more unitsin the tri-county area. The Assessor's data indicated an average overdl rate of
7.05% (compared to 7.32% in 2002) and an average gross income multiplier of 9.36
(compared to 9.24 in 2002). The Dupre + Scott Apartment Investment Report showsan
average capitaization rate based on actua income of 6.9% and a grossincome multiplier of 8.2
for the same period. Of the salesin 2003, 78 had sde prices of at least $100,000 per unit and
one was over $200,000. The highest prices were in the Eastside neighborhoods. The average
price per unit there was $114,192 and the average overall rate was 6.20%. The Sesttle and
north county area was close behind with an average of $105,946 per unit and 6.16% overdl
rate. The south county area was sgnificantly lower at $64,234 per unit and had a Sgnificantly
higher average overall rate of 8.02%. In the previoudy mentioned article by Tom Cain he Sates
the vaues have peaked and will no longer be propped up by low interest rates. In spite of the
economic deceleration, the apartment market in King County remains relatively hedthy. The
Spring 2004 issue of Costar Advisor shows the Sesttle/Puget Sound areawith the 10" largest
gpartment sales volume of 33 mgjor market areas in the country. That issue dso ligted the
region’s average capitalization rate of 7.37% at number 8 of the areas surveyed. The seven
areas with lower capitdization rateswere dl in Cdifornia. Thetrend in price per unit for Sx
yearsis shown in the chart below. The high sde prices and lower net incomes have resulted in
lower overal rates. The second graph below shows the six-year trend for capitdization rates.
The Colliers International Apartment Report of November of 2003 said sdes of gpartments
in this area continue to show atrend of higher prices. Thisisaresult of low interest rates, lack
of available gpartments, and lack of suitable dternative investments. Some apartment properties
are ling a 4.5% and 5% capitaization rates on actua income. Average marketing time for
gpartments in the Seettle areais just under 6 months (Cushman & Wakefield, Real Estate
Outlook, Spring/Summer, 2003).



Average Price per Unit
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According to the Assessor's rent database the average rent in King County in 2003 was
$895 (a 3% decrease over the prior year). Thefourth quarter, 2003 issue of CBRE Market
Index Brief reported average rents increased 2.5% in Seattle, decreased 0.2% on the Eastside
and decreased 1.6% in the Southend. The recession has not caused the rents to dramaticaly
decrease, but in order to maintain the level of rents owners have had to offer incentives. This has
the effect of decreasing the net income. The Dupre + Scott Apartment Vacancy Report
shows that the number of owners offering incentives has dmaost doubled since 2002 (from
23.5% of ownersto 42.1%). InJanuary, 2003, Redl Facts, aresearch firm, released astudy of
gpartment rentsin 19 western US cities. Sesttle was number nine at $858 per month. The top
eight citieswere dl in Cdiforniawith San Francisco as number one a $1,621 per month.
Jeanne Lang Jonesin an article in the Puget Sound Business Journal of 5/23/2003 predicts
rentsto remain flat in 2003 and increase as much as 3% in 2004.

Vacancy in King County (according to the April, 2004 Dupre + Scott
Apartment Vacancy Report) ranges from 3.3% in Green Lake to 11.3% in Issaquah.
Enumclaw is at 2.1% but it was only based on 3 properties. The North county area has the
lowest vacancy rates (6.0%) and the South and Southeast county areas have the highest (7.7%
and 7.8%). Lately, dueto the recession, Seettle and the Eastside have experienced increased
vacancy rates, particularly in high-end properties. Jeanne Lang Jonesin the article cited above
in the Puget Sound Business Journal of 5/23/2003 referred to a study that showed the rising
vacancy isfueled by the decline in employment and record low interest rates that enabled many
renters to purchase houses.

According to the King County Annual Growth Report the median household income
for rentersis $43,877. At that income a two-bedroom unit renting for $1,097 would be
affordable (30% of income). According to the Growth Report the average 2-bedroom, 1 bath
unit rents for $838. A low-income renter (50% of median renter income) could afford rent of
$548, far below the average 2-bedroom rent. Even in south King County where the 2-
bedroom rents are lowest a $735 there is a deficit of $187 for the low-income household.

L ow-income households generdly pay a disproportionate share of their income for housing or
areliving in low-income housing. Besides the public housing authorities there are an increasing
number of privately owned low-income housing units coming onto the market.

The outlook for the future is mixed. Boeing has had a major impact on the |abor
picture. Boeing employment in the state dropped 8% in the first haf of 2003. On the other
hand in a January 21, 2004 article in GlobeSt.com it was reported that The Puget Sound
Economic Forecaster predicts employment growth of 1.2% in 2004 and 2.3% in 2005. Patty
Dupre and Mike Scott in the article cited above (Puget Sound Business Journal, February 9,
2004) predicted rents bottoming out by the end of the first quarter of 2004. They then expect a
4% increase over the next 30 months. Concessions and vacancies are expected to drop.

Following is abrief summary of averages for the apartments in King County. The rent
and sales averages are taken from 2003 data. 1n some cases 2002 saes or rents were included
if there was insufficient information from the 2003 data.



Rent Averages

Number [ Aver. | Aver. | Aver. Average Rents
of Apt # Unit Overal

Neighborhood Prop. Yr. Blt| Units | Size I Studio | 1bdlba | 2bdlba | 2bd2ba | 3 bed
Entire County 9054 1963 23 775 $895 $696 $757 $833 $1,088 | $1,220
Downtown/Pio. Sq. 35 1941 88 588 $1,174 $805 $1,016 $1,986
Regrade/So. Lk. Un. 68 1954 76 596 $1,262 $773 $1,091 | $1,319 | $1,758 | $3,290
Queen Anne/Lower Q.A 536 1947 17 748 $952 $714 $879 $941 $1,525
Central District 332 1939 10 758
Eastlake/Montlake/
Mad.Pk 238 1948 12 770 $875 $610 $824
Capitol Hill 723 1936 18 679 $846 $618 $758 $1,066 | $1,270
Magnolia / Interbay 270 1964 12 789 $940
First Hill 101 1941 58 613 $987 $692 $816 $1,048 | $1,369
Aurora / Richmond Bch 395 1974 18 778 $783 $561 $673 $810 $928 $1,155
Lake City 235 1972 22 766 $866 $700 $925 $1,155
Northgate 98 1975 32 815 $875 $728
Ballard / Crown Hill 483 1966 9 773 $688 $627 $943
University 322 1952 17 667 $943 $619 $819 $879 $1,357
Wallingford 216 1950 9 713
Ravenna / Wedgewood 143 1963 18 730 $804 $736 $835
Fremont / Leary /
Phinney 333 1956 10 715 $658 $521 $687 $771
Greenlake 137 1960 11 695 $1,182 $740 $896 $1,359
Seward Pk / Skyway 60 1964 24 819 $625 $621 $821
Rainier Valley 197 1960 20 729 $741 $546 $698
Beacon Hill 143 1956 13 698
South Pk/Hiland Pk /
Delridge 140 1961 16 692 $725 $610 $755
White Cent./ Hi Point /
Westwood 148 1976 22 773 $772
Junction / Admiral 267 1964 13 746 $897 $806 $980 $1,215
Alki 134 1961 10 805 $742
Des Moines 36 1972 22 854 $827
Burien 245 1974 22 817 $729 $602 $713 $948 $991
Boulevard Park 146 1970 23 775 $656 $568 $714 $746
Sea Tac 74 1976 41 853 $753 $638 $717 $816
Midway 177 1977 20 848 $675 $589 $655 $809 $1,013
Valley 39 1975 123 735 $673 $621 $729 $820 $1,002
Federal Way 369 1980 34 864 $746 $631 $737 $795 $913
Auburn / Algona 453 1976 14 847 $663 $557 $623 $819 $823
Enumclaw 88 1975 9 852
Kent 78 1972 33 841 $721 $638 $758
East Hill 166 1976 46 870 $727 $536 $585 $686 $785 $928
Renton 114 1965 22 709 $995 $859 $947 $1,046
Benson 49 1979 108 903 $778 $677 $770 $886 $888
Tukwila 33 1972 45 792
Renton Highlands /
Kennydale 105 1972 41 809 $748 $654 $749 $884
Newcastle/Mercer Isl 31 1969 79 887 $890 $737 $869




Number [ Aver. | Aver. | Aver. Average Rents

of Apt # Unit Overal
Neighborhood Prop. Yr. Blt| Units | Size I Studio | 1bdlba | 2bdlba | 2bd2ba | 3 bed
Eastgate 37 1981 49 951 $1,034 $1,063 | $1,415
Issaquah/Pine Lake 87 1982 49 950 $1,044 $837 $959 $1,083 | $1,301
Bellevue West 79 1973 47 888 $1,227 $759 $987 $1,517
Bellevue East 117 1973 55 975 $810 $645 $712 $817 $910 | $1,070
Kirkland 155 1974 23 867 $1,186 $984 $968 $1,286 | $1,367
Overlake 23 1984 160 864 $977 $813 $920 $1,036 | $1,314
Juanita 78 1981 43 953 $966 $818 $1,012 | $1,151 | $1,113
Bothell 70 1974 17 825 $847
Inglewood/Kingsgate 36 1983 53 1007 $809 $736 $822 $866 | $1,159
Kenmore 52 1980 26 871 $715 $625 $827
Ballinger / North City 79 1979 24 866 $734 $654 $754
Woodinville 14 1991 112 835 $783
Redmond /Samammish 93 1981 64 885 $1,009 $770 $897 $1,104 | $1,398
Outlying Areas 91 1972 | 18 787 $947 $684 $905 $954 | $1,072
Low-Income 86 1970 68 655




Sales Aver ages

Number | Aver. | Aver. | Aver. Sales Averages

of Apt Yr. # un.
Neighborhood Prop. Blt Units Sz. O.AR. G.I.M. [ $/NRA $/Unit
Entire County 9054 1963 23 775 7.05% 9.36 $123 $90,066
Downtown/Pio. Sq. 35 1941 88 588
Regrade/So. Lk. Un. 68 1954 76 596
Queen Anne/Lower Q.A 536 1947 17 748 6.08% 11.03 $163 | $116,530
Central District 332 1939 10 758 7.43% 9.23 $127 $92,190
Eastlake/Montlake/
Mad.Pk 238 1948 12 770 $201 | $157,967
Capitol Hill 723 1936 18 679 6.16% 10.41 $167 | $107,493
Magnolia / Interbay 270 1964 12 789 11.45 $142 | $100,656
First Hill 101 1941 58 613 $166 | $110,555
Aurora / Richmond Bch 395 1974 18 778 6.33% 10.65 $126 $89,064
Lake City 235 1972 22 766 $99 $79,367
Northgate 98 1975 32 815 $123 | $108,786
Ballard / Crown Hill 483 1966 9 773 6.26% 7.65 $139 $96,836
University 322 1952 17 667 11.76 $162 $97,865
Wallingford 216 1950 9 713 $148 | $103,116
Ravenna / Wedgewood 143 1963 18 730 $136 $85,218
Fremont / Leary /
Phinney 333 1956 10 715 6.14% 12.18 $162 $98,883
Greenlake 137 1960 11 695 $165 | $131,870
Seward Pk / Skyway 60 1964 24 819
Rainier Valley 197 1960 20 729 $93 $68,454
Beacon Hill 143 1956 13 698 $89 $62,465

Number | Aver. | Aver. | Aver. Sales Averages

of Apt Yr. # Un.
Neighborhood Prop. Blt Units Sz. O.A.R. G.I.M. | $/NRA $/Unit
South Pk/ Hiland Pk /
Delridge 140 1961 16 692 7.27 $85 $62,550
White Cent./ Hi Point /
Westwood 148 1976 22 773 9.04 $97 $66,604
Junction / Admiral 267 1964 13 746 10.18 $128 | $100,331
AlKi 134 1961 10 805 $157 | $111,663
Des Moines 36 1972 22 854
Burien 245 1974 22 817 7.76% 8.83 $78 $58,542
Boulevard Park 146 1970 23 775 8.00% 7.69 $87 $68,386
Sea Tac 74 1976 41 853 $79 $65,546
Midway 177 1977 20 848 7.60 $82 $62,166
Valley 39 1975 123 735 $84 $61,531
Federal Way 369 1980 34 864 8.02% 7.08 $73 $66,726
Auburn / Algona 453 1976 14 847 8.45% 7.75 $81 $61,334
Enumclaw 88 1975 9 852 $77 $65,486
Kent 78 1972 33 841




East Hill 166 1976 46 870 8.82% 6.90 $74 $60,474
Renton 114 1965 22 709 $106 $66,437
Benson 49 1979 108 903

Tukwila 33 1972 45 792

Renton Highlands /

Kennydale 105 1972 41 809 $94 $77,587
Newcastle/Mercer Isl 31 1969 79 887

Eastgate 37 1981 49 951

Issaquah/Pine Lake 87 1982 49 950 9.92 $115 $96,607
Bellevue West 79 1973 47 888

Bellevue East 117 1973 55 975

Kirkland 155 1974 23 867 $155 | $122,019
Overlake 23 1984 160 864

Juanita 78 1981 43 953 $129 | $116,258
Bothell 70 1974 17 825

Inglewood/Kingsgate 36 1983 53 1007

Kenmore 52 1980 26 871

Ballinger / North City 79 1979 24 866 $101 $77,008
Woodinville 14 1991 112 835

Redmond /Samammish 93 1981 64 885

Outlying Areas 91 1972 18 787

Low-Income 86 1970 68 655

General Description of Methodology

During 1997 the Assessor introduced the Assessor's Real Property data system. In that

systemn gpartments are assigned the area number 100. Following that is a three-digit number

that indicates the neighborhood in which the property is located. There are 96 apartment
neighborhoods in the County. Apartments in certain low-income programs are assigned to

neighborhood 900 regardiess of their physical location. Neighborhood maps are contained in

addendum “AreaMaps’. Addendum “AreaMaps’ aso containsalist of the neighborhood

names and numbers.

Appraisa-sde ratios and the time since the last physical inspection are the basis for

determining the areas to be physicaly inspected. For the assessment year 2004 (taxes payable

2005) the apartment properties in Neighborhoods 005, 010, 015, 020, 025, 030, 075,

080, 095, 155, 300, 310, 330, 360, 365, 400, 410, and 415 were physcaly ingpected.

A vauation modd was created for the entire County. The modd was used to vaue the
gpartment properties in the physically inspected aress. It was aso used to update vauesin

certain neighborhoods where the weighted mean appraisal- sde ratios were not within
acceptable limits. The cost, sdles comparison, and income approaches were dl incorporated in

themodel. These are discussed separately. The geographic area appraisers set land values.

COST APPROACH

Software developed by Marshdl Vauation Service isingalled on the Assessor’s Redl

Property system. Replacement cost new, less depreciation is computed for al improved

propertiesin the Rea Property system. Thisvaue was made a part of the gpartment vauation

modd.




SALES COMPARISON APPROACH

The sdles comparison approach or market gpproach is one of the indications of value
gpplied to the properties in the gpartment valuation modd. Sae spreadsheets are found in

addendum “Area Sales’.

A multiple regresson andysis was performed on the sdes in the County. The resulting
equation was used to compute an indicated value for each apartment property. The dependent
variable and continuous independent variables are converted to logarithms. The coefficients are

listed in the table bd ow.

Variable

Type Coefficient | t-Statistic
Dependent Variable
Natural log of $/Unit
Independent Variables
Intercept 7.9303 43.59
Condition, Below Avg Categorical -.04708 -1.64
Condition, Above Avg. Categorical .04506 2.39
Quality, Below Avg. Categorical -.07473 -3.00
Quality, Above Avg. Categorical .07890 3.62
Year BIt, Older than 1926 Categorical .008399 .34
Year Blt, 1926 — 1945 Categorical .04654 1.42
Year Blt, 1975 - 1984 Categorical .05568 3.08
Year Blt, 1985 - 1993 Categorical .1254 6.03
Year Blt, 1994 - plus Categorical 2722 6.12
Units, 4 Categorical .2986 13.54
Units, 5-9 Categorical .1500 7.11
Units, 10 — 19 Categorical .08128 3.79
Units, 100 + Categorical .03515 1.03
Natural log of Avg. Unit Size Continuous .5036 18.21
Natural log of Percent View Continuous .01605 3.77
Natural log of Comml. Area Continuous .009623 1.38
N_005 thru 030 Categorical .2341 5.67
N_040 060 070 Categorical .3692 7.38
N 045 Categorical .3271 7.31
N 065 085 Categorical .2611 9.79
N_075 080 Categorical .05263 1.16
N_090 420 Categorical -.1128 -3.64
N 110 Categorical .08875 2.00
N 115 Categorical .1706 3.23
N_130 Categorical .1533 3.29
N_150 155 Categorical .2168 5.03
N_160 165 175 Categorical -.3606 -8.53
N 170 Categorical -.3553 -7.13
N_180 185 190 200 Categorical -.4749 -10.96




N 195 205 215 220 Categorical -.5222 -11.95
N 240 Categorical -.4949 -6.72
N_245 Categorical -.4910 -14.91
N_250 325 Categorical -.5348 -15.28
N_255 260 Categorical -.5025 -14.28
N_265 305 Categorical -.4382 -7.72
N_270 275 280 Categorical -.5070 -13.24
N_285 290 Categorical -.5946 -22.18
N_295 Categorical -.6122 -10.38
N_300_440_445_450_460_465_470_47

5 Categorical -.5109 -12.49
N_310 Categorical -.4817 -11.47
N_315 Categorical -.3928 -8.35
N_320 Categorical -.4802 -6.90
N 330 Categorical -.3846 -5.96
N_335 340 345 355 Categorical -.08675 -1.13
N_350 455 Categorical -.2293 -3.29
N_370 Categorical .07642 1.02
N_385 395 400 425 435 Categorical -.2762 -5.16
N 410 415 Categorical -.2574 -3.70

Samplesize =827
Adjusted R-Squared = .78
The variables beginning with N are neighborhood variables. The number refersto the
neighborhood number. See addendum “AreaMaps’ for neighborhood boundaries. A lig of the
neighborhood numbers and the corresponding neighborhood name appearsin Part Two of this
report.
Naturd log of Percent View isthe naturd logarithm of the percentage of units with view.
Thisis an estimate of the percentage of unitsin the gpartment complex that have aview
sgnificant enough to affect value. It is expressed as awhole number.
Natural log of Comml. Areaisthe naturd logarithm of the square footage of commercid
gpace in amixed-use building.

The characteristics of the sale properties closely mirrored the characteristics of the total
population of gpartments in the county. The sde properties are very representative of the
gpatments in King County. The comparison is presented in the table below;

Avg. Year Built Avg. Numb. Units | Avg. Unit Sze
All Apartmentsin County 1963 23 775
Sold Apartments 1965 24 770
INCOME APPROACH

The income approach is an estimate of market vaue based on the qudity and
quantity of income a property is expected to generate. Theindicated vaues obtained by the
income approach were compared with sale prices of sde properties. If theindicated vaues of a




particular category of gpartment or neighborhood deviated significantly from the sale prices, the
income modd was recdibrated. Thiswas done by applying an adjustment factor to the rents.

Rents

The potentid grossincome for each property was determined primarily from the rent
information found in the addendum labeled “Rent Comps®. Published reports were also
condgdered. The rents used in the modd were determined primarily by multiple regresson
andyds. The coefficients from the multiple regresson equation are in the teble below. The
dependent variable and continuous independent variables are converted to logarithms.

Variable

Type Coefficient t-Statistic
Dependent Variable
Natural log of Rent
Independent Variables
Intercept 3.3885 30.86
Pool Binary 0.0204 3.34
Elev Binary 0.0690 7.11
Natural log of UnitSize Continuous 0.4499 26.72
Indiv. Unit View Binary 0.1329 10.94
Qual, Low Cost Categorical -0.0479 -.2.31
Qual, Low Avg Categorical -0.0241 -1.08
Qual, Avg Good Categorical 0.0204 2.79
Qual, Good Categorical 0.0459 5.41
Qual, Btr ThanGood Categorical 0.1335 4.00
Cond, Btr Than Avg Binary 0.0039 .57
Year BIt, Older than 1926 Categorical 0.0367 2.42
Year Blt, 1926 — 1945 Categorical 0.0880 4.76
Year Blt, 1946 1950 Categorical 0.0387 1.89
Year Blt, 1951 1964 Categorical -0.0319 -2.98
Year Blt, 1985 1993 Categorical 0.0653 9.74
Year Blt, 1994 + Categorical 0.2448 25.91
Studio Categorical -0.0745 -6.43
2Bd1Ba Categorical 0.0651 8.16
2Bd2Ba Categorical 0.1114 11.33
3Bd1Ba Categorical 0.1635 6.31
3Bd2Ba Categorical 0.1875 13..71
3Bd3Ba Categorical 0.2368 8.86
4Bd Categorical 0.3406 8.82
Nbrhd_005 Categorical 0.3607 14.39
Nbrhd 010 020 Categorical 0.3688 20.52
Nbrhd 015 Categorical 0.2885 14.60
Nbrhd_025 030 Categorical 0.2558 8.65
Nbrhd_040 Categorical 0.3943 11.93
Nbrhd 045 Categorical 0.3262 15.22
Nbrhd_050 055 Categorical 0.2412 6.58
Nbrhd_060 070 Categorical 0.2430 8.23
Nbrhd_065 Categorical 0.3508 23.00




Nbrhd 075 080 Categorical 0.2365 7.14
Nbrhd_085 Categorical 0.2744 14.11
Nbrhd_090 420 Categorical 0.0888 6.98
Nbrhd_095 Categorical 0.0817 4.47
Nbrhd_100 Categorical 0.1394 6.20
Nbrhd_105 Categorical 0.1526 3.58
Nbrhd 110 115 Categorical 0.2527 11.79
Nbrhd 120 125 Categorical 0.1662 5.80
Nbrhd 130 135 Categorical 0.2480 2.37
Nbrhd_140 Categorical 0.1820 4.70
Nbrhd_145 Categorical 0.2807 8.64
Nbrhd 150 155 Categorical 0.2946 11.04
Nbrhd_230 Categorical 0.2129 6.36
Nbrhd_285 Categorical -0.0403 -2.51
Nbrhd 290 Categorical -0.1326 -4.13
Nbrhd 340 345 Categorical 0.1936 7.56
Nbrhd_350 Categorical 0.1485 9.13
Nbrhd 360 Categorical 0.2565 11.90
Nbrhd_365 Categorical 0.1507 9.86
Nbrhd_ 370 Categorical 0.2702 14.61
Nbrhd_375 Categorical 0.2549 15.03
Nbrhd_380 Categorical 0.1649 10.28
Nbrhd_385 Categorical 0.1241 2.92
Nbrhd 390 Categorical 0.1353 6.46
Nbrhd_395 Categorical 0.0619 1.46
Nbrhd_410 Categorical 0.1145 2.96
Nbrhd_415 Categorical 0.0779 2.01
Nbrhd 430 Categorical 0.1075 7.65

Sample Size = 2620
Adjusted R-Squared = .82

The variables beginning with Nbrhd are neighborhood variables. The number refersto
the neighborhood number. See addendum “AreaMaps’ for neighborhood boundaries. A list of
the nelghborhood numbers and the corresponding neighborhood name appearsin Part Two of
this report.

Indiv. Unit View isabinary varidble indicating if a particular unit rent in the sampleisfor
aunit with asgnificant view. For atypicd unit the resulting rent increase amounts to 14%.
When used in the model the effect of view is spread over dl the units by multiplying the typica
percentage increase (14%) by the percentage of units with view.

Naturd log of Unit Size isthe naturd logarithm of the individud unit 9ze which refersto
the sze of the individud unit types. It is often an gpproximation and is not the same as average
unit Sze, which is net area of the building divided by number of units.

Qudity refersto the qudity of congtruction and is independent of condition.

Condition is a measure of the levd of maintenance of a building.

Parking income was assigned for covered, secured parking ranging from $40 to $100
per space per month. Rates used for covered, unsecured parking ranged from $20 in the south



end to $40 in some Seettle neighborhoods. |n some Seettle neighborhoods open parking was
assigned rates of $35 per space per month.

For mixed-use properties typical commercid rents, vacancy, and overdl rates were
determined by ng the income tables used by the geographic area appraisers.
Commercid rents used in the apartment income model ranged between $4.50 and $30.00 per
square foot per year, triple net. Triple net expenses of 10% were used for the commercia
areas. For mixed-use properties the vacancy rates and overall rates are blended rates
combining the gpartment and commercia rates.

A few gpartment properties have moorage. Moorage rates used in the model ranged
from $5.00 to $9.00 per linear foot per month. The moorage income was expensed at 25% of
effective grossincome and capitdized at the same rate as the gpartment income.

Vacancy

The Dupre + Scott Apartment Vacancy Report was the primary source of vacancy
information. Property Dynamics and CB Market Index were also used. Components for
credit loss and rent incentives were aso included in the vacancy factors used in the modd.
Vacancy rates ranged between 4% and 10%. Below are the vacancy rates used in eech
neighborhood. The vacancy ratesin many individual neighborhoods are higher that the rates
shown. An gppraisd attemptsto mirror the activities of participantsin the real estate market.
Investors take along range view; therefore, the results of their negotiations tend to indicate
gradua changes rather than reflecting dramatic but temporary changesin vacancy or other
parameters.

Vacan
Nbrhood Vacancy Nbrhood cy
Numb Nbrhood Name Rate Numb Nbrhood Name Rate

5 Downtown 9% 120 Ravenna 7%
10 Regrade 9% 125 Wedgewood 7%
15 Lower Queen Anne 7% 130 Fremont 6%
20 South Lake Union 9% 135 Leary 6%
25 Pioneer Square 9% 140 East Ballard 5%
30 International 9% 145 West Ballard 5%
35 Central District 9% 150 Greenlake 6%
40 Madison Park 4% 155 Phinney 6%
45 Queen Anne 7% 160 Seward Park 7%
50 North Queen Anne 7% 165 Skyway 8%
55 Westlake 7% 170 Rainier Valley 7%
60 Eastlake 6% 175 Beacon Hill 6%
65 Capitol Hill 6% 180 Industrial 7%
70 Montlake 6% 185 Georgetown 7%
75 Magnolia 7% 190 South Park 7%
80 Interbay 7% 195 White Center 8%
85 First Hill 8% 200 Highland Park 8%




90 Aurora 7% 205 Westwood 8%
95 Lake City 7% 215 High Point 8%
100 Northgate 7% 220 Delridge 8%
105 Crown Hill 5% 225 Junction 7%
110 University 9% 230 AlKi 7%
115 Wallingford 6% 235 Admiral 7%
240 Des Moines 9% 360 Bellevue West 9%
245 Burien 8% 365 Bellevue East 9%
250 Boulevard Park 8% 370 Kirkland 9%
255 Sea Tac 8% 375 Overlake 9%
260 Midway 9% 380 Juanita 8%
265 Valley 9% 385 Bothell 8%
270 Federal Way 9% 390 Inglewood 8%
275 Federal Way East 9% 395 Kingsgate 8%
280 Federal Way West 9% 400 Kenmore 8%
285 Auburn 9% 410 Ballinger 7%
290 Lea Hill 9% 415 North City 7%
295 Algona 9% 420 Richmond 7%
300 Enumclaw 9% 425 Woodinvile 8%
305 Kent 9% 430 Redmond 9%
310 East Hill 9% 435 Samammish 8%
315 Renton 9% 440 Carnation 7%
320 Benson 9% 445 Fall City 7%
325 Tukwila 8% 450 North Bend 7%
330 Renton Highlands 9% 455 Pine Lake 10%
335 Newcastle 9% 460 Duvall 7%
340 Mercer Island 8% 465 Snoqualmie 7%
345 Eastgate 9% 470 Outlying 7%
350 Issaquah 10% 475 Vashon 7%
355 Kennydale 9%
Expenses

The Dupre + Scott Apartment Expense Report was the primary source of expense
information. Other sources include information from appeds. The expenses used in the modd
are shown below. Reservesfor replacement areincluded. Redl estate taxes are not included.
They are expensed by means of loading the overal rate with atax rate. Thetax rate is the 2004
levy rate expressed as a percentage. The tax rates for 2004 range from .87% to 1.38%. Many
gpartment properties are also subject to surface water management fees that are billed with their
real estate taxes. In jurisdictions where thisis the case a component is added to the levy rate to
reflect this additiond charge. The amount added to the levy rate varied from .0085% to .13%.

Expenses per Unit (excl. taxes)

Y ear Built

Numb. Of Units

Central County

South County  East County

4-Plex

$2,900

$2,780

$3,120

5-9

$2,900

$2,780

$3,120




< 1951 10-19 $3,170 $3,050 $3,410
20-99 $3,240 $3,120 $3,490
100 + $3,240 $3,120 $3,490
4-Plex $2,840 $2,730 $3,060
5-9 $2,840 $2,730 $3,060
1951 — 1964 10-19 $3,100 $2,990 $3,350
20-99 $3,180 $3,060 $3,430
100 + $3,180 $3,060 $3,430
4-Plex $2,880 $2,770 $3,100
5-9 $2,880 $2,770 $3,100
1965 - 1974 10-19 $3,150 $3,030 $3,400
20-99 $3,230 $3,100 $3,480
100 + $3,230 $3,100 $3,480
4-Plex $2,950 $2,830 $3,170
5-9 $2,950 $2,830 $3,170
1975-1984 10-19 $3,230 $3,100 $3,470
20-99 $3,300 $3,170 $3,560
100 + $3,300 $3,170 $3,560
4-Plex $2,970 $2,860 $3,200
5-9 $2,970 $2,860 $3,200
1985 — 1993 10-19 $3,270 $3,140 $3,520
20-99 $3,350 $3,220 $3,610
100 + $3,350 $3,220 $3,610
4-Plex $3,240 $3,110 $3,490
5-9 $3,240 $3,110 $3,490
1994 + 10-19 $3,570 $3,440 $3,850
20-99 $3,670 $3,520 $3,950
100 + $3,670 $3,520 $3,950

The centrd region is the area from downtown Sesttle (includes Alki) north to the county
line. The south region is everything south of the centrd region to the county line. The east
region isthe area east of Lake Washington and north of Renton.

The table vaues are further adjusted for:

Atypica hest (i.e,, individua heat for buildings older than 1951 and central hest for newer
buildings):
This represents the amount considered unrecoverable by increased rent.
+or- $150

Pool:
For 4-plexes  +$300




5-9 units +$175
10-19 units  +$75
20-9 units  +$15
100 + units  +$12

Elevator:

For 4-plexes  +$1,000
5 —9 units +3$500
10-19 units  +%$250
209 units  +$80
100 + units ~ +$55

High-priced Properties:.
+ 5% for complexes of 100 or more units and with an effective gross income per unit grester
than $11,500

Average Unit Sze:

-3% for properties with average unit size less than 550 square feet.

+3% for properties with average unit size greater than 950 square fet.
+5% for properties with average unit Sze greater than 1,100 square feet.

Non-apartment uses.
Commercid 10% of effective grossincome
Moorage 25% of effective grossincome.

Overall rates and gross income multipliers

The overdl rates used in the modd were determined using information in the Assessor’s

sdesfiles and published reports. Because the real estate taxes are not included as an expense a
tax rate is added to the overdl rate to arrive at the capitaization rate. The figuresin thetable
below are the rates before the tax rate is added. Dividing the net income by the capitalization
rate yields the indicated vaue by the income approach.

Anindicated value is dso generated by multiplying a gross income multiplier by the
potential grossincome.



The table below contains the overdl rates and gross income multipliers used in the modd.

Overall Rates

Gross Income Multipliers

Year Built # of Units Central South East Central South East
4 - Plex 6.00% 7.20%! 6.40% 9.60 7.50 9.10
5-9Un 6.20% 7.40% 6.60% 9.30 7.30 8.80
Older than 1926 10 - 19 Un 6.40% 7.70% 6.80% 8.80 6.90 8.40
20 —99 Un 6.80% 8.20% 7.30% 8.30 6.50 7.90
100 + Un 7.20% 8.60% 7.70% 7.90 6.20 7.50
4 - Plex 5.70% 6.80% 6.10% 10.40 8.10 9.90
5-9Un 5.90% 7.10% 6.30% 10.20 8.00 9.70
1926 - 1945 10— 19 Un 6.10% 7.30% 6.50% 9.40 7.30 8.90
20 -99 Un 6.50%! 7.80% 7.00% 8.80 6.90 8.40
100 + Un 6.90% 8.30% 7.40% 8.40 6.60 8.00
4 - Plex 5.80% 7.00% 6.20% 10.30 8.00 9.80
5-9Un 6.00% 7.20% 6.40% 10.00 7.80 9.50
1946 - 1950 10 - 19 Un 6.20% 7.40% 6.60% 9.30 7.30 8.80
20 —99 Un 6.60%! 7.90%! 7.10% 8.70 6.80 8.30
100 + Un 7.00% 8.40% 7.50% 8.30 6.50 7.90
4 - Plex 6.10% 7.30% 6.50% 9.20 7.20 8.70
5-9Un 6.30%! 7.60%! 6.70% 9.00 7.00 8.60
1951 - 1964 10 - 19 Un 6.40% 7.70% 6.80% 8.40 6.60 8.00
20 —99 Un 6.80% 8.20% 7.30% 7.80 6.10 7.40
100 + Un 7.20% 8.60% 7.70% 7.50 5.90 7.10
4 - Plex 5.90% 7.10% 6.30% 10.10 7.80 9.60
5-9Un 6.10%! 7.30%! 6.50% 9.80 7.50 9.30
1965 - 1974 10— 19 Un 6.30% 7.60% 6.70% 9.10 7.00 8.60
20 —99 Un 6.70% 8.00% 7.20% 8.50 6.40 8.10
100 + Un 7.10% 8.50% 7.60% 8.10 6.20 7.70
4 - Plex 5.80% 7.00% 6.20% 10.10 7.80 9.60
5-9Un 6.00% 7.20% 6.40% 9.80 7.50 9.30
1975 - 1984 10— 19 Un 6.20% 7.40% 6.60% 9.10 7.00 8.60
20 —99 Un 6.60% 7.90% 7.10% 8.50 6.40 8.10
100 + Un 7.00%! 8.40% 7.50% 8.10 6.20 7.70
4 - Plex 5.80% 7.00% 6.20% 10.40 8.10 9.90
5-9Un 6.00% 7.20% 6.40% 10.10 7.90 9.60
1985 - 1993 10— 19 Un 6.20%! 7.40%! 6.60% 9.40 7.30 8.90
20 —99 Un 6.60% 7.90% 7.10% 8.70 6.80 8.30
100 + Un 7.10% 8.50% 7.60% 8.30 6.50 7.90
4 - Plex 5.70% 6.80% 6.10% 10.60 8.30 10.10
5-9Un 5.90% 7.10% 6.30% 10.40 8.10 9.90
1994 + 10-19 Un 6.10% 7.30% 6.50% 9.60 7.50 9.10
20 —99 Un 6.60% 7.90% 7.10% 8.80 6.90 8.40
100 + Un 6.90% 8.30% 7.40% 8.60 6.70 8.20




The above rates are further adjusted by the quaity and condition of the building as
indicated below:

Adjustments: OAR GIM
Below Average Quality +.40% -1.00
Above Average Quality -0.10% +.20
Below Average Condition +.50% -.20
Above Average Condition -.20% +.20

VALUE SELECTION

The modd computes up to six indicators of vaue for each property (subject sde,
income approach, cost gpproach, multiple regresson andyss on sales, gross income multiplier,
and weighted value). The weighted vaue is based on the five other indicators of vaue. Mogt
weight was placed on the subject saleif there was one. If there was no subject sale, most
weight was placed on the income approach. Least weight was placed on the cost approach. In
addition the appraiser may sdect individua comparable salesto be used asabassfor vauing
an apartment property. The gppraiser may change any of the parameters of the different
approaches and may select any total value.

In neighborhoods not scheduled for physical ingpection the assessed vaues were
annudly updated without conducting aphysica ingpection. In the annualy updated areas the
indicated vaue from the income gpproach in the gpartment vauation model was posted to the
tax rolls. Properties with extreme valuation increases or decreases, multi-parcel properties, sae
properties with proposed vaues deviating sgnificantly from the sae price, properties with recent
appeals, and properties with data problems were checked by appraisers.

APPRAISAL-SALE RATIOS

Appraisal-sde ratios were computed for the apartments in the county. The appraisal-
sderatio isthe assessed value divided by the sde price. It measuresthe level of assessment.
The computations were done before and after the valuation process. The raw datais found in
addenda “Retios Before” and “Ratios After”.

Scope of Data

Sales used occurred from 01/02/2001 to 12/31/2003. Rentd information was obtained from
property owners and from published sources such as COMPS Service. Rents used were
collected from January, 2001 to December, 2003. Sdes and rentd data are contained in the
addenda.



Zoning and legal/palitical consideration

Governmentaly imposed redtrictions, such as zoning, must be consdered in the Assessor's
vauation. The Assessor's maps show the zoning for each property and it is aso noted in the
data kept for each parcel. The source of the zoning information on the Assessor's mapsis the
various loca jurisdictions.

Changein assessed value from previousrall
See Part Two of thisreport for alisting of the neighborhood names corresponding to the

neighborhood numbers below.
%
Previous AV Proposed AV Change

Physically Inspected Neighborhoods:
Neighborhood 005 $277,280,700 $290,864,600 4.9%
Neighborhood 010 $442,365,600 $467,316,500 5.6%
Neighborhood 015 $388,879,000 $443,475,400 14.0%
Neighborhood 020 $66,336,700 $74,567,500 12.4%
Neighborhood 025 $3,721,600 $3,061,200 | -17.7%
Neighborhood 030 $46,524,000 $49,842,000 7.1%
Neighborhood 075 $106,974,800 $112,160,800 4.8%
Neighborhood 080 $159,549,000 $173,987,400 9.0%
Neighborhood 095 $354,981,700 $383,142,700 7.9%
Neighborhood 155 $73,894,600 $81,491,900 10.3%
Neighborhood 300 $38,332,800 $43,216,200 12.7%
Neighborhood 310 $393,424,000 $433,549,400 10.2%
Neighborhood 330 $208,604,700 $221,928,000 6.4%
Neighborhood 360 $403,604,000 $434,063,200 7.5%
Neighborhood 365 $523,057,060 $538,644,500 3.0%
Neighborhood 400 $98,882,000 $111,565,600 12.8%
Neighborhood 410 $90,857,000 $100,528,000 10.6%
Neighborhood 415 $38,573,000 $40,110,300 4.0%
Por.of Nbrhood 900 $113,718,800 $124,445,200 9.4%

Sub-Total $3,829,561,060 $4,127,960,400 7.8%
Annually Updated Neighborhoods:
Neighborhood 035 $234,041,400 $272,368,700 16.4%
Neighborhood 040 $103,913,000 $103,501,800 -0.4%
Neighborhood 045 $293,945,700 $294,407,700 0.2%
Neighborhood 050 $53,376,700 $53,644,700 0.5%
Neighborhood 055 $87,403,500 $99,268,600 13.6%
Neighborhood 060 $169,060,900 $194,533,000 15.1%
Neighborhood 065 $1,146,301,460 $1,248,246,500 8.9%
Neighborhood 070 $20,116,000 $23,028,000 14.5%
Neighborhood 085 $479,175,300 $469,624,600 -2.0%




Neighborhood 090 $502,991,500 $502,368,500 -0.1%
Neighborhood 100 $210,610,700 $209,806,500 -0.4%
Neighborhood 105 $81,588,100 $84,313,900 3.3%
Neighborhood 110 $427,506,200 $443,372,300 3.7%
Neighborhood 115 $189,153,500 $210,808,700 11.4%
Neighborhood 120 $73,557,900 $74,439,700 1.2%
Neighborhood 125 $156,442,800 $140,135,800 | -10.4%
Neighborhood 130 $162,173,100 $176,977,300 9.1%
Neighborhood 135 $43,012,000 $43,073,400 0.1%
Neighborhood 140 $84,620,700 $84,701,100 0.1%
Neighborhood 145 $223,161,400 $249,666,900 11.9%
Neighborhood 150 $125,271,400 $138,969,400 10.9%
Neighborhood 160 $7,014,700 $7,014,700 0.0%
Neighborhood 165 $56,119,000 $72,949,100 30.0%
Neighborhood 170 $167,079,800 $168,322,200 0.7%
Neighborhood 175 $102,190,300 $109,047,200 6.7%
Neighborhood 180 $581,000 $581,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 185 $4,880,500 $5,517,000 13.0%
Neighborhood 190 $15,356,000 $16,030,000 4.4%
Neighborhood 195 $33,649,900 $36,362,000 8.1%
Neighborhood 200 $75,308,200 $75,308,700 0.0%
Neighborhood 205 $102,002,100 $102,002,100 0.0%
Neighborhood 215 $5,554,000 $5,554,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 220 $17,508,800 $17,508,800 0.0%
Neighborhood 225 $188,834,700 $199,980,000 5.9%
Neighborhood 230 $127,975,400 $132,991,700 3.9%
Neighborhood 235 $72,829,400 $74,963,100 2.9%
Neighborhood 240 $47,710,000 $47,710,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 245 $280,576,300 $279,564,200 -0.4%
Neighborhood 250 $175,269,151 $174,605,650 -0.4%
Neighborhood 255 $140,006,900 $155,111,900 10.8%
Neighborhood 260 $192,566,200 $192,685,700 0.1%
Neighborhood 265 $262,859,000 $262,859,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 270 $517,527,100 $518,012,300 0.1%
Neighborhood 275 $41,206,400 $57,001,400 38.3%
Neighborhood 280 $128,452,000 $128,452,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 285 $232,533,400 $260,283,900 11.9%
Neighborhood 290 $34,566,100 $43,839,400 26.8%
Neighborhood 295 $37,485,500 $39,579,900 5.6%
Neighborhood 305 $137,055,600 $137,071,800 0.0%
Neighborhood 315 $150,130,000 $165,595,800 10.3%
Neighborhood 320 $328,392,200 $329,352,800 0.3%
Neighborhood 325 $70,915,000 $71,068,000 0.2%
Neighborhood 335 $134,808,000 $134,834,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 340 $92,323,500 $92,323,500 0.0%
Neighborhood 345 $164,829,700 $164,828,700 0.0%
Neighborhood 350 $262,721,600 $272,395,600 3.7%
Neighborhood 355 $61,085,000 $61,389,500 0.5%
Neighborhood 370 $359,600,300 $377,576,000 5.0%
Neighborhood 375 $295,842,100 $329,412,100 11.3%
Neighborhood 380 $273,918,500 $279,238,100 1.9%




Neighborhood 385 $81,184,000 $81,641,500 0.6%
Neighborhood 390 $130,476,300 $130,600,000 0.1%
Neighborhood 395 $19,832,000 $19,832,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 420 $33,802,000 $33,802,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 425 $114,449,736 $116,407,000 1.7%
Neighborhood 430 $524,892,600 $524,892,600 0.0%
Neighborhood 435 $3,539,000 $3,539,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 440 $3,558,000 $3,558,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 445 $660,000 $660,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 450 $43,270,900 $43,271,000 0.0%
Neighborhood 455 $144,430,200 $148,072,200 2.5%
Neighborhood 460 $4,419,800 $4,306,000 -2.6%
Neighborhood 465 $16,575,300 $16,599,200 0.1%
Neighborhood 470 $48,654,100 $53,776,300 10.5%
Neighborhood 475 $6,621,000 $6,621,000 0.0%
Por. of Nbrhood 900 $138,392,100 $134,204,600 -3.0%

Sub Total $11,581,443,647 $12,037,962,350 +3.9%
Grand Total $15,411,004,707 $16,165,922,750 +4.9%

L and use data used and location of specifics

The land use of each property is recorded in the Assessor’s Red Property application. Zoning
isrecorded on the Assessor’smaps and is in the Assessor’ s database.

Preliminary ratio study

Ratio studies of dl areas were performed using the 2003 assessed values (for taxes payable
2004). See addendum “Ratios Before”.

Income data and specific location

Actud income and expense surveys were used to determine economic rents, expenses, and
capitaization rates. The Assessor aso uses published sources of income and expenses.

Part Three -- Analysis of Data and Conclusions

Highest and best use analysis and location of conclusions

Based on neighborhood trends, both demographic and current development patterns, the
exiging buildings represent the highest and best use of most Stes. The existing use will continue
until land value, in its highest and best use, exceeds the sum of vaue of the entire property in its
exigting use and the cost to remove the improvements. We find that the current improvements
do add vaue to the property, in most cases, and are therefore the highest and best use of the
property asimproved. In those properties where the property is not at its highest and best use
atoken value of $1,000 is assigned to the improvements.



L and value model description

Land model calibration
Land values are the respongbility of the neighborhood appraisers.

Sales comparison approach model description

A multiple regression eguation was formulated and used in the gpartment vauation modd. See
the section “ Generd Description of Methodology” for a description of the mode!.

Regression
See comments above.

Sales comparison calibration
See the description in the section “ Generadl Description of Methodology” for a description of the
variables used in the modd.

Cost approach model description

The Assessor’s Real Property gpplication computes an indicated cost vaue for each property.
Marshdl Vauation Service provided the software that computes the cost value. That value was
incorporated into the agpartment vauation mode!.

Codt calibration

The Marshdl Vauation Service program determines a value based on building characterigtics
such as qudity, number of stories, etc. Depreciation is computed and aloca multiplier for the
Sedttle area applied.

| ncome capitalization approach model description

The income model assigned rents to the different unit types, applied vacancy and expense
deductions and capitaized the net income into value.

I ncome approach calibration

The rents were set by amultiple regression equation described in the section “ Generd
Description of Methodology”. 1n some cases an adjustment factor was applied to the rentsto
cdibrate the moddl more closdy to the market. VVacancy rates varied by neighborhood.
Expenses and overd| rates were adjusted for area, age, and complex size.

Reconciliation and or validation study of calibrated value models
including ratio study of hold out samples.
All parcdsin the physicdly ingpected areas were individually reviewed by the area appraisers

for correctness of the mode application before final value was selected. Each appraiser can
adjust any or dl of the factors used to establish vaue by the modd.
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Sales Used After
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Ratios Before

Quadrant/Crew: Lien Date: Date: Sales Dates:
South Crew 01/01/2003 07/08/2004 01/02/2001 - 12/31/2003
Area Appr ID: Prop Type: Trend used?: Y /N
100 RDAV Improvement N
SAMPLE STATISTICS
Sample size (n) 1074 Ratio Frequency
Mean Assessed Value 1,428,600
Mean Sales Price 1,598,100 400
Standard Deviation AV 3,392,858 250 -
Standard Deviation SP 3,793,005
300 A
ASSESSMENT LEVEL 250 4
Arithmetic mean ratio 0.891 doxis T
Median Ratio 0.905
Weighted Mean Ratio 0.894 130 4
100 A
UNIFORMITY =
Lowest ratio 0.4510 0
H|gh§st ratlo:. - 1.4706 1] 02 04 0B 038 1 12 14
Coeffient of Dispersion 11.36% )
Standard Deviation 0.1340 Ratio
Coefficient of Variation 15.04%
Price-related Differential 1.00
RELIABILITY
95% Confidence: Median
Lower limit 0.897
These figures reflect the 01/01/2003 assessment as
Upper limit 0.912 compared with the current market. The weighted mean ratio
95% Confidence: Mean is .894 which is just below the acceptable assessment level.
Lower limit 0.883 It should be at least .90. The coefficient of dispersion should
Upper limit 0.899 be below 15% and in this ratio study it is well below that.
Fifteen sales were removed as outliers. The Standard on
SAMPLE SIZE EVALUATION Ratio S_tudies _published_ by The Inter_national Ass_ociation of
N (population size) 909d Assessing Officers provides for deletion of a maximum of 5%
- - of the sales sample. The 15 sales deleted in this sample
B (acceptable error - in decimal) 0.05 represent 1.4% of the sample.
S (estimated from this sample) 0.1340
Recommended minimum: 29
Actual sample size: 1074
Conclusion: OK
NORMALITY
Binomial Test
# ratios below mean: 489
# ratios above mean: 585
Z. 2.898821439
Conclusion: Non-normal

*i.e., no evidence of non-
normality




Ratios After

Quadrant/Crew: Lien Date: Date: Sales Dates:
South Crew 01/01/2004 07/08/2004 01/02/2001 - 12/31/2003
Area Appr ID: Prop Type: Trend used?: Y/N
100 RDAV Improvement N
SAMPLE STATISTICS
Sample size (n) 1074 Ratio Frequency
Mean Assessed Value 1,503,000
Mean Sales Price 1,597,800 350
Standard Deviation AV 3,583,119
Standard Deviation SP 3,793,066 300 4
250 |
ASSESSMENT LEVEL
Arithmetic mean ratio 0.940 200
- - Axiz Title
Median Ratio 0.946 150 4
Weighted Mean Ratio 0.941
100 |
UNIFORMITY =0
Lowest ratio 0.5495
Highest ratio: 1.4960 0 -
Coeffient of Dispersion 9.94% 0 02 04 08 08 1 12 14
Standard Deviation 0.1268 Ratio
Coefficient of Variation 13.49%
Price-related Differential 1.00
RELIABILITY
95% Confidence: Median
Lower limit 0.936
These figures reflect the 01/01/2004 assessment as
Upper limit 0.957 compared with the current market. The three indicators of
95% Confidence: Mean assessment level are all within a narrow range (varying less
Lower limit 0.932 than 1% from one another). The coefficient of dispersion
Upper limit 0.949 should be below 15% and in this ratio study it is well below
that. The price-related differential of 1.00 indicates there is
SAMPLE SIZE EVALUATION E_o r\1/ert_ica:]|inequit3{_(differgrllces ir_1 asdsessmetr_lt Ievg!ﬁbetween
X , igh-priced properties and low-priced properties. Fifteen
N (population size) - - 9099 Sfjespwere r?am%ved as outliersi.) The gtaﬁdard on Ratio
B (acceptable error - in decimal) 0.03 studies published by The International Association of
S (estimated from this sample) 0.1268 | Assessing Officers provides for deletion of a maximum of 5%
Recommended minimum: 2§ of the sales sample. The 15 sales deleted in this sample
Actual sample size: 1074 represent 1.4% of the sample.
Conclusion: OK
NORMALITY
Binomial Test
# ratios below mean: 516
# ratios above mean: 558
Z: 1.251070305
Conclusion: Normal*

*i.e., no evidence of non-
normality




